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Abstract 
 
Elections and politicians more generally play an important role in shaping public 
opinion.  What role, then do elections play in shaping anti-immigrant sentiments?   
Examining ESS data from 2002 and 2014, we find that national elections and EU 
elections have opposite impacts on anti-immigrant sentiment.  While national elections 
decrease fears, EU elections increase fears.  We generate an interaction between the 
level of education and proximity to election and confirm that those with higher levels of 
education are less impacted by national level elections that those with less education.  
This suggests elite cueing is less impactful amongst individuals with more education.  
We also find important regional variation comparing recent EU members with more 
established EU members. Results suggest that individuals across the EU are more likely 
to view immigration as a EU rather than national issue.   
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Introduction 
Social scientists have extensively studied the political, economic and social determinants 
of immigrant threat. Extant literature examines the nature of immigrant threat- the 
difference between cultural and economic fears (McLaren 2003; Sniderman Hagadoorn 
and Prior 2004).  Social and political psychologists tend to emphasize the size of relative 
groups and issues of identity as indicators for individual reactions to immigration 
(Quillian 1995; Schneider 2008).  Finally, another area of research emphasizes 
demographic variation in threat levels (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007).   
 
While it has widely been assumed that these attitudes are impacted greatly by national 
contexts, to date, there has been little empirical research that focuses on the role that 
elections play in increasing or decreasing levels of threat.  Given the recent so-called 
“refugee crisis” facing Europe it becomes increasingly important to examine what role 
elections can play in changing attitudes about threat across countries and the role 
political elites may play in increasing or attenuating fears.  Specifically, we ask – what 
role do elections play in driving immigrant fears? 
 
Under the auspices of the European Union, immigration has received significant political attention 

as nation-states adjust to what open borders mean. The easiness of movement within the EU has 

generated political backlash as politicians and citizens voice concern over immigrant populations. 

Scholars have paid significant attention to this issue of ―immigrant threat. Extant literature 

describes theoretical underpinnings of immigrant threat (Quillian 1995; McLaren 2005), what 



types of individuals are threatened by immigration (Hainsmueller and Hiscox 2007) as well as the 

close tie between immigration and nationalist sentiments (Lahav 2004; Koopmans 2005). As 

Koopmans argues, the issue of immigration in the context of nationalism is so important because 

it involves ―the sovereign control over external borders, the regulation of access to citizenship 

and a nation‘s cultural self-understanding i.e. national identity. (2005:4).   

 

The European Union presents an interesting case regarding immigration as well as 

sentiments towards immigrants for two reasons. First, Europe is experiencing significant 

population decrease (Lutz 2008; Munz 2010). Consequently, there is an increasing demand for 

foreign labor in European Union countries in hopes of improving or at least maintaining similar 

levels of productivity. Second, the EU has already established various immigration policies that 

should be viewed in a dynamic perspective. The possibility of further EU expansion and now 

contraction coupled with generous EU-wide immigration policies including the Schengen 

agreement and the recently implemented EU Blue Card system means that the EU is actively 

encouraging immigration while concurrently facing serious problems in some of its member 

countries. Obviously much of the rhetoric surrounding the Brexit was immigration focused. 

 
Discussions of immigration in Europe are divided into two sphere – immigration within the 
EU and immigration beyond the EU‘s borders.  While much contemporary conversation is 
focused on non-EU immigration, leading up to the EU expansion in 2004, much fear and 
rhetoric surrounding East to West migration in Europe.  (Smith Keller 2011).  Much of these 
fears come across from news and media outlets through the voices of politicians. Politicians 
play a large role in creating and sustaining rhetoric related to immigration and refugees.  In 
many ways, public opinion is shaped by this rhetoric. 
 
Elite Influence on Mass 

  

C. Wright Mills is one among many who posit that a power elite – for Mills a relationship 

between the top individuals in the military, political and economic system – indeed make the 

majority of decisions within a democracy. The mass have little say or input. As one scholar 

summarizes Mills viewpoint regarding sociotropic issues such as foreign and security policies:  

 

It is assumed that the public is easily manipulated by political leaders, because of (i) the low 

salience, or significance, of foreign and security policy issues as compared with economic 

policies, (2) the low degree of knowledge about the issues involved, and (3) the volatility of public 

opinion. (Risse-Kappen 1991: 481).  

 

Then, given the case of anti-immigrant sentiment, it would follow that the elites cue the general 

public so that as anti-immigrant sentiment rises among politicians, the mass follow suit by 

showing higher levels of nationalism.  

 

A significant amount of literature has found support for the above argument. One study of 

political parties in Western Europe concludes that there are in fact three different types of anti-

immigrant parties all having various influences on public opinion. These categories are known as 

protest parties, racist parties and extreme-right parties. Fennema finds that, “Protest parties are 

primarily a product of political alienation, racist parties arise from misgivings about national 

immigration policy, while extreme-right parties implicitly or explicitly present a political tradition 

that reacts against the spirit of international capitalism” (1997:473). Here she suggests that certain 

types of parties are more popular in various national contexts. Thus, elites, through political party 

platforms, drive nationalism by giving their support to certain types of political parties based on 

their ideological leanings. It also points to a clear diversity among those who promote anti-

immigrant policies. Some promote immigration as an economic threat while others focus on the 



ethnic aspect. This article provides a clearer understanding of the mechanisms that drive the 

relationship between elite and mass opinion. Political parties play a key role in this argument.   

 

Another study, analyzing the French case, also recognizes the important role that charismatic 

leader can have in manipulating issues in order to garner larger public support. Le Pen‘s Front 

Nationale party, for example, has made many tactical movements that aim at drawing support 

from voters that have no where else to go. One scholar argues that the Front National, ― is the 

quintessential niche party - a party who has identified a popular position to which the major, more 

moderate parties are not willing or able to cater without alienating their constituency… voters 

have proven susceptible to this anti-immigrant position as it promotes a return to idealized status 

quo and gives them a deeper ethno-national identity‖ (van de Walle 2008:38). Thus, in some 

cases, nationalists and anti-immigrant parties represent a group outside the traditional political 

party spectrum. They are somewhat superfluous but certainly garner significant levels of public 

support – for example, Le Pen received 18% of the popular vote in the 2002 presidential election.  

 

A more recent study by Howard finds that elites and political parties actually play a key role in 

increasing nationalist and anti-immigrant sentiments in Europe and that this action helps mitigate 

leftist policies from being passed. In essence he argues that the elites are important because they 

are the ones who increase or decrease mass movement on an issue. In the case of more liberal 

citizenship laws she finds, “while citizenship liberalization is more likely to occur with a leftist 

government, the more important factor is the relative strength of far right parties, which can serve 

to mobilize latent anti-immigrant public opinion, and thereby trump‘ the pressures for 

liberalization’” (Howard 2010:1).   

 

Across these arguments, we see support for an easily swayed mass. Elites, through the modes of 

political parties, shape opinions on nationalism and anti-immigrant sentiment. Elites draw the 

attention of voters to issues which they hope will resonate. In essence, these studies show that 

elites act as puppet masters telling the public when to worry about immigration and when they 

should feel most threatened. As Ray argues, ―party positions do influence electorate opinion, but 

this effect varies with levels of disagreement among parties, party unity, issue salience, and party 

attachment‖ (Ray 2003).  



 

In Europe, I‘ve found that both far left and far right leaning parties tend to promote anti-

immigrant stances. Moderate parties tend to be more supportive of immigrants (Smith Keller 

2011).This extends to attitudes towards the European Union more generally. As Hooghe and 

Marks (2002) argue, ―Extreme Left parties and extreme Right parties share Euro-skepticism; 

parties in the middle including most Social Democratic, Christian Democratic, Liberal and 

Conservative parties are much more supportive of European integration‖ (968). Immigrants can be 

viewed both as economic and cultural threats. Thus, parties that rely on protectionist, populists or 

nationalists platforms are often anti-immigrant.  

 

Empirical research has examined how political parties develop strong platforms around issues of 

importance in the EU. The national context and national interests influence a party‘s stance on an 

issue. The European Union now contains a variety of democracies. On the one hand, original EU 

members including Germany, France, the UK and Benelux countries have established and mature 

democracies. As a result, political parties within these countries are more stable over time. On the 

other hand, new democracies including post-socialist states in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) 

have party systems that are only 25 years old, and as a result, lack stability. Furthermore, both 

elites and masses within CEE countries have less attachment to political parties. This results in the 

process of ―switching.‖ In CEE countries, politicians will switch from one party to the next for a 

variety of reasons which include re-alignment of political platforms and elect-ability of certain 

parties (Slomczynski, Shabad and Zielinski 2008). Therefore it is difficult to make clear left/right 

distinctions among CEE countries in terms of nationalism and anti-immigrant sentiment. Rather, 

it is likely that there is more variation in these countries in the relationship between political 

ideology and attitudes towards immigrants. This all, in turn, suggests that the process of having 

elections is likely one that heightens immigrant sentiments and fear in particular.   

 

INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL FACTORS  

In terms of both anti-immigrant sentiment and nationalism , some variation can be explained by 

individual level factors. Generally, on the basis of the classic literature (Deutsch 1973; Gordon 

and Arian 2001 ) it seems that in Europe individual-level variables including gender, age, and 

education, affect people‘s level of feeling threatened by immigrants from outside of Europe.  

 

Individuals can view immigration as a threat either to their personal economic situation or to their 

cultural traditions (McLaren 2003). Since streams of immigration  in the EU have largely 

consisted of lower-skilled service workers, scholars finds that women will not experience as direct 

an economic threat as men will (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007). There is contrary evidence 

regarding sex and anti-immigrant threat.  On the one hand as Kunovich argues, ―men are more 

prejudiced than women (2004: 34 ), and thus more likely to view immigrants negatively, however, 

other studies suggest women, rather than men, are more likely to view immigrants as a threat 

(Smith Keller 2011). Other theories posit that younger people are less likely to be cultural 

traditionalists and thus less threatened by immigration than older individuals.  

 

COUNTRY-LEVEL FACTORS  

In the discussion of political parties I point to some variation between Central and Eastern 

European countries compared to Western and Southern European countries. Scholars find that, 

―European governments and their electorates continue to display a profound ambivalence about 

immigration (Boswell et al. 2005, 1). In the European context, the issue of which groups are 

subordinated has changed in recent years. The process of EU expansion has reformed boundaries 

and generated new out-groups. In recent years, EU discussions about immigration refer to both 

internal and external immigrants. Generally, concern has focused on external immigration—that 

is, immigration to the EU from non-EU nations.  

 



The public debate on intercountry migration was at the forefront of thinking in 2004 and then 

again in 2007 when twelve new member countries joined the European Union. Those immigrants 

who were once considered external to West European nations became internal. Thus, as 

enlargement loomed on the horizon and during the initial years of membership, West European 

countries feared a significant increase in East to West immigration. Scholars argue, 

―Immigration is on the political agenda in Europe, pushed there by the collision of European 

integration with enduring national loyalties, the impact of long-run demographic trends and more 

recently, the specter of terrorism (Sides and Citrin 2007: 477). Thus, immigration could be viewed 

as a threat to national identity, economic prosperity, or national security and any combination of 

the three. Generally speaking, threat levels should be higher in longer-time EU member countries 

because they experience higher rates of immigration. 

 

Data and Methods 
In our analysis we utilize data from waves I and VI of the European Social Survey. These 
are the two waves that have rotating modules focused on immigration.  Additionally, 
these two waves come from the years 2002 and 2014 which means that they provide 
interesting contextual times for Europe.  2002 really marks the eve of the largest EU 
expansion that occurred in 2004 and 2014 is the beginning stages of the so-called 
refugee crisis. 
 
We limit our analysis to EU member countries only since they face a more similar set of 
immigration issues in Europe relative to non-EU member countries and we only include 
countries that participated in both waves we analyse. These countries can be seen in 
Table 1.  
 
Recent research warns against multi-level modelling with such a small number (16) of 
countries (Bryan and Jenkins 2016). Therefore, rather than include country level 
variables, we chose to run models separately for different groups of countries –namely 
long time versus new EU member countries.  In our sample of 16 countries, 12 were 
already member in 2002. The remaining four countries, Czechia, Hungary, Poland and 
Slovenia joined in 2004.  We report models for all 16 countries together and then 
separate the countries into the two groups and run the models again. 
 
Our dependent variables vary for the year under study with one exception, the questions 
vary.  In both years, we are able to measure out of every 100 people in your country, 
how many do you think are foreign born? We run OLS regression for this variable. Then 
in each time period we choose outcome variables related to willingness to allow 
individuals of certain kinds into the country.  In 2002, we include dichotomous 
measures of those who would allow non-majority ethnics into the country as well as 
poor people from EU and non-EU countries.  In 2014, we include a dichotomous 
measure of willingness to allow (some or many vs few to none) Muslims in for which we 
use logistic regression. 
 
Our main independent variable of interest is distance from a parliamentary election.  It 
was generated by comparing the date of interview to the date of a parliamentary 
election within a country.   This creates an interval variable of the actual number of days 
between the election and the date of interview.  Therefore, if an election was held today, 
someone interviewed tomorrow and someone interviewed yesterday would both have a 



value of “1” as their measure. 1  In 2014, we also generate the same type of variable for 
the European Parliamentary elections which occurred on May 25, 2014 across all EU 
countries.   
 
For controls we include years of education, age and age2 as well as a dichotomous sex 
variable where female=1.  Finally, we include an interaction variable to examine the 
joint impact of education and elections. 

Findings 
As you can see from table 1, in general, citizens across Europe largely over estimate the 
number of foreign born within their countries.    As for willingness to allow individuals 
from different ethnic groups or more specifically, Muslims, attitudes are divided.  In 
2002 in Europe, 48% of individuals in these countries believe few to no ethnic 
minorities should be allowed in 2002 and by 2014, 53% believe few to no Muslims 
should be allowed into Europe. If we examine these numbers further, we find that anti-
immigrant sentiments are higher in Central and Eastern Europe than in Western Europe.  
In 2002, non-EU member countries the majority want to limit ethnic migrants at 54% 
and by 2014, for the four CEE countries in the sample, 75% wish to limit Muslim entry.  
Therefore, threat is much higher in newer EU member countries than more established 
countries. 
 
The distinction between the two groups of countries is prevalent in all analyses.  For all 
16 countries in 2002 and 2014, elections do significantly impact estimates of foreign 
born populations and willingness to allow ethnic minorities.  Results for these can be 
found in tables 2-5.  However, national parliamentary elections have an attenuating 
impact on these dependent variables.  The closer an individual is interviewed to an 
election, the less threatened an individual becomes when controlling for age, sex and 
level of education. Females across the board are less likely to support immigration of 
ethnic minorities. Like others have found, the more educated one is, the more open to 
immigration the person is.  Age seems to have a non-linear impact on anti-immigrant 
sentiments. The older one gets initially decreases anti-immigrant sentiments but at a 
certain point it begins to rise again.  Looking at the standardized coefficients, The impact 
of elections on anti-immigrant sentiments is smaller than the impact of the other 
demographic variables. For example in 2002 a one unit increase in distance from 
elections decreased foreign born estimates by .097 whereas a one year increase in 
education decreases the estimate by .166.    
 
 
If we were to stop there, however, we’d miss some significant regional variation.  The 
results show that the variables do not work the same in more established EU countries 
as compared to newer members.    Elections do not significantly impact estimates of 
foreign born populations in newer member countries.  They do significantly impact 
unwillingness to allow ethnic or Muslim minorities however in the opposite direction.  
Elections increase anti-immigrant sentiments but only in newer member countries. 
 

                                                        
1 While there is likely a qualitative difference between those interviewed directly before and directly after 
an election, many other variations of the measure were tried and all produced similar results. We consider 
this option to be the most intuitively understandable.   



Finally, each model was run again to include the interaction effect of education and 
distance from election.  This interaction in all countries is significant and negative.  
Therefore the more educated one is the less impact elections have on impacting anti-
immigrant sentiments.  This suggests that more educated people are less impacted by 
elite cues than those with fewer years of education. 
 
Finally, tables  6 and 7 show results for a MEP election in 2014. In all countries, the 
distance to election has an opposite impact than national elections.  Closeness to 
election increases estimates of foreign born and unwillingness to allow Muslims.  
Additionally, as education increases,  European elections have a bigger impact on anti-
immigrant threat.  Additionally, EU elections seem to work more similarly than national 
elections across established and recent EU members.   
 

Discussion 
 
Public opinion is impacted by the election process.  Individuals are responding to 
elections in a way that shifts their attitudes.   These results show that education plays a 
major role in determining how much impact elite cues can have though seemingly no 
one is immune from these cues.  Especially in light of the recent Brexit vote, one should 
not underestimate the role that elections and politicians have on swaying public 
opinion. 
 
Additionally, these results speak not only to the role elections plays in cueing the public 
about issues but also to the interesting impact that supranationalism has on individual 
attitudes within the European Union.  How can we explain the attenuating role elections 
are having on anti-immigrant sentiments?  First is the issue of saliency.  Indeed the EU 
was on the brink of expansion in 2002  and at the beginning of an immigration crisis in 
2014 but immigration is one of many issues politicians were concerned with.  Economic 
issues and foreign policy issues may likely take precedence.  Additionally, immigration 
may really be viewed as an issue that is primarily handled at the EU level rather than the 
national level so certainly it is relevant to MPs but not part and parcel to their legislating 
anymore especially in western Europe.   
 
The distinction between established EU members and recent members may also give 
credence to long established theories of anti-immigrant sentiment especially pertaining 
to economically driven fears and anxiety. Because CEE countries have smaller 
economies, perhaps the issue of immigration continues to more salient and protectionist 
policies more popular because their economies are smaller to begin with.  Additionally, 
these countries have smaller immigrant populations to begin with and the average 
individual may lack significant contact  with immigrant thus heightening fears as well. 
 
These data coupled with the recent Brexit vote confirm that elections play an important 
role in shaping/re-shaping sentiments about immigrants.  These issues should be 
further analysed to gain broader perspective. 
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Table 1. Average Estimate of % of People in Country That Are Foreign-born 

Country 2002 2014   

  Estimate (ESS) Estimate (ESS Actual* 

Austria 20.61 25.74 16.7 

  (14.58) (16.39)   

Belgium 23.11 28.28 15.5 

  (18.23) (18.09)   

Czechia 8.45 9.00 7.1 

  (11.58) (10.30)   

Denmark 10.14 13.13 8.5 

  (9.73) (12.29)   

Finland 6.72 9.35 5.4 

  (9.58) (11.48)   

France 27.78 25.49 11.1 

  (19.59) (17.85)   

Germany 19.61 22.04 12.8 

  (14.39) (14.97)   

Hungary 14.66 11.11 4.5 

  (14.63) (12.61)   

Ireland 14.41 19.48 13.81 

  (14.69) (15.71)   

Netherlands 23.41 23.31 11.6 

  (17.13) (16.16)   

Poland 7.21 9.09 0.9 

  (9.32) (11.27)   

Portugal 22.37 24.06 6.7 

  (19.29) (21.75)   

Slovenia 20.63 22.96 16.1 

  (17.75) (16.34)   

Spain 16.12 21.52 13.4 

  (12.97) (15.43)   

Sweden 20.29 20.23 16 

  (15.93) (13.43)   

United Kingdom 23.83 26.87 12.3 

  (19.83) (19.43)   

Total 18.12 19.57   

  (16.61) (16.73)   

*Source OECD Factbook 2007 
 



 
 
  



 
 
 

Table 2.  2002 OLS Regression of Estimates of Foreign Born Population on Distance from Election, Education, Age and Sex 
 

 
All 16 Countries 

EU Member 
Countries 

Non-EU Member 
Countries All 16 Countries 

EU Member 
Countries 

Non-EU Member 
Countries 

 
Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta 

Distance from Election .009*** .097 .010*** .107 -.002 -.018 .024*** .250 .026*** .286 .009 .090 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.004) 

 
(.004) 

 
(.006) 

 
Years of School -.777*** 

-
.166 -.881*** 

-
.191 -.371*** -.102 -.349*** 

-
.074 -.401*** 

-
.087 -.051 -.014 

 
(.054) 

 
(.059) 

 
(.059) 

 
(.094) 

 
(.097) 

 
(.174) 

 
Age -.189*** 

-
.199 -.194** 

-
.206 -.198*** -.291 -.201*** 

-
.213 -.211*** 

-
.223 -.119*** -.291 

 
(.057) 

 
(.064) 

 
(.059) 

 
(.058) 

 
(.064) 

 
(.059) 

 Age2 .001** .148 .001* .134 .001* .159 .002** .163 .002* .153 .001 .158 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.000) 

 Female 5.422*** .157 5.904*** .170 1.925*** .081 5.448*** .158 5.934*** .171 1.939*** .082 

 
(.368) 

 
(.406) 

 
(.409) 

 
(.367) 

 
(.404) 

 
(.410) 

 
Distance from election* years of education 

  
-.001*** 

-
.183 -.001*** 

-
.213 -.001 -.137 

       
(.000) 

 
(.000) 

 
(.000) 

 Constant 28.786*** 
 

31.956*** 
 

19.045*** 
 

23.703*** 
 

26.327*** 
 

15.206*** 
 

 
(1.374) 

 
(1.545) 

 
(1.515) 

 
(1.702) 

 
(1.838) 

 
(2.522) 

 N 22610 
 

18374 
 

4236 
 

22610 
 

18374 
 

4236 
 R2 .066 

 
.081 

 
.033 

 
.068 

 
.084 

 
.033 

  
 
 
 
 



Table 3.  2002 Logistic Regression of Limiting Immigrants of a Different Ethnicity  on Distance from 
Election, Education, Age and Sex 

 

All 16 
Countries 

EU Member 
Countries 

Non EU 
Member 
Countries 

All 16 
Countries 

EU Member 
Countries 

Non EU 
Member 
Countries 

 
OR OR OR OR OR OR 

Distance 
from 
Election 1.010*** 1.010** .997*** 1.001* 1.002* .999 

 
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.001) 

Years of 
School .889*** .892*** .869*** .907*** .907*** .945* 

 
(.007) (.009) (.017) (.014) (.033) (.033) 

Age 1.047*** 1.044*** 1.068*** 1.0469*** 1.046*** 1.068*** 

 
(.006) (.007) (.012) (.006) (.007) (.012) 

Age2 .999*** .999** .999** .999*** .999** .999** 

 
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.001) (.000) (.000) 

Female .956 .934 1.102 .957 .935 1.105 

 
(.046) (.053) (.078) (.046) (.053) (.077) 

Distance from election* years of education .999 .999 .999 

    
(.000) (.000) (.000) 

Constant 1.043 1.021 1.781*** .860 .831 1.421 

 
(.163) (.195) (.075) (.243) (.276) (.261) 

N 22022 17909 4113 22022 17909 4113 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 4.  2014 OLS Regression of Estimates of Foreign Born Population on Distance from Election, Education, Age and Sex 
 

 

All 16 
Countries 

Established EU Member 
Countries 

Recent EU Member 
Countries 

All 16 
Countries 

Established EU Member 
Countries 

Recent EU Member 
Countries 

 
Coeff. 

Bet
a Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta Coeff. 

Bet
a Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta 

Distance from 
Election 

.010**
* 

.19
2 .006*** .109 -.000 -.009 

.021**
* 

.37
3 .018*** .312 -.007 -.079 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.002) 

 
(.002) 

 
(.008) 

 

Years of School 

-
.696**

* 

-
.15
0 -.798*** -.178 -.529*** -.133 

-
.322**

* 

-
.06
9 -.354*** -.079 -.653*** -.165 

 
(.044) 

 
(.048) 

 
(.081) 

 
(.064) 

 
(.067) 

 
(.169) 

 

Age 

-
.226**

* 

-
.28
6 -.240*** -.263 -.142 -.199 

-
.265**

* 

-
.28
5 -.239*** -.261 -.141 -.197 

 
(.050) 

 
(.056) 

 
(.080) 

 
(.051) 

 
(.055) 

 
(.080) 

 
Age2 

.002**
* 

.20
8 .001* .150 .001 .133 

.002**
* 

.20
7 .001* .148 .001 .131 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
(.001) 

 
Female 

6.103*
** 

.17
3 6.820*** .195 2.221*** .091 

6.095*
** 

.17
3 6.829*** .195 2.249*** .092 

 
(.347) 

 
(.388) 

 
(.496) 

 
(.346) 

 
(.387) 

 
(.499) 

 

Distance from election* years of education 
  

-
.001**

* 

-
.20
6 -.001*** -.239 -.001 .075 

       
(.000) 

 
(.000) 

 
(.000) 

 
Constant 

30.504
*** 

 
36.092*** 

 
19.858*** 

 

25.771
*** 

 
30.480*** 

 

21.370**
* 

 

 
(1.189) 

 
(1.321) 

 
(1.995) 

 
(1.333) 

 
(1.455) 

 
(2.796) 

 N 25063 
 

19871 
 

5192 
 

25063 
 

19871 
 

5192 
 R2 .095 

 
.089 

 
.029 

 
.098 

 
.094 

 
.029 

  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5.  2014 Logistic Regression of Limiting Muslim Immigrants on Distance from Election, Education, Age and Sex 

 
All 16 Countries Established EU Member Countries Recent EU Member Countries 

 
OR OR OR 

Distance from Election .999*** .999*** 1.005*** 

 
(.000) (.000) (.000) 

Years of School .870*** .870*** .935*** 

 
(.007) (.008) (.020) 

Age 1.041*** 1.042*** .999 

 
(.006) (.007) (.016) 

Age2 .999*** .999** 1.001 

 
(.000) (.000) (.000) 

Female 1.174*** 1.21*** .967 

 
(.064) (.038) (.111) 

Constant 1.672*** 1.424* 1.546* 

 
(.064) (.113) (.181) 

N 24422 19420 5002 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Table 6.  2014 OLS Regression of Estimates of Foreign Born Population on Distance from EU Parliamentary Election, Education, Age and 
Sex 
 All 16 

Countries 
Established EU 
Member Countries 

Recent EU 
Member 
Countries 

All 16 
Countries 

Established EU 
Member Countries 

Recent EU 
Member 
Countries 

 Coeff. Bet
a 

Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta Coeff. Bet
a 

Coeff. Beta Coeff. Beta 

Distance from 
Election 

-.032*** -
.17
3 

-.005* -.022 -.016*** -
.084 

-.031*** -
.16
9 

-.008*** -.041 -.022*** -
.117 

 (.001)  (.002)  (.003)  (.002)  (.002)  (.003)  

Years of 
School 

-.758*** -
.15
0 

-.804*** -.180 -.514*** -
.129 

-
1.097*** 

-
.23
7 

-1.007*** -.225 -.426*** -
.107 

 (.046)  (.048)  (.081)  (.051)  (.056)  (.082)  

Age -.238*** -
.25
5 

-.232*** -.254 -.145 -
.203 

-.240*** -
.25
7 

-.236*** -.259 -.147 -
.205 

 (.050)  (.056)  (.080)  (.051)  (.055)  (.080)  

Age2 .002** .16
3 

.001* .137 .001 .133 .002** .16
1 

.001* .142 .001 .137 

 (.001)  (.001)  (.001)  (.001)  (.001)  (.001)  

Female 6.092*** .17
3 

6.819*** .195 2.167*** .088 6.085*** .17
3 

6.811*** .195 2.178*** .089 

 (.351)  (.390)  (.495)  (.344)  (.389)  (.496)  

Distance from election* years of education   .001*** .18
0 

.000*** .104 -.001 -
.068 

       (.000)  (.000)  (.000)  

Constant 43.414**  40.199***  25.021***  43.353**  40.977***  27.478***  



* * 

 (1.373)  (1.507)  (1.901)  (1.329)  (1.512)  (1.974)  

N 25063  19871  5192  25063  19871  5192  

R2 .087  .078  .036  .1146  .086  .039  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 7.  2014 Logistic Regression of Limiting Muslim Immigrants on Distance from  EU Parliamentary 
Election, Education, Age and Sex 

 

All 16 
Countries 

Established EU 
Member 
Countries 

Recent EU 
Member 
Countries 

All 16 
Countries 

Established EU 
Member 
Countries 

Recent EU 
Member 
Countries 

 
OR OR OR OR OR OR 

Distance 
from 
Election 1.003*** 1.001*** .999* 1.003*** 1.001*** 1.004*** 

 
(.000) (.000) (.001) (.000) (.000) (.001) 

Years of 
School .889*** .886*** .917*** .909*** .900*** .855*** 

 
(.005) (.007) (.016) (.006) (.007) (.017) 

Age 1.028*** 1.031*** .998 1.029*** 1.033*** .999 

 
(.006) (.007) (.016) (.006) (.006) (.016) 

Age2 .999*** .999** 1.001 .999** .9999*** 1.000 

 
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) 

Female 1.213*** 1.253*** .993 1.216*** 1.255*** .982 

 
(.052) (.061) (.102) (.052) (.052) (.000) 

Distance from election*years of education .999*** .999*** 1.000*** 

    
(.000) (.000) (.000) 



Constant .791 .972 9.695*** .789 .912 1.267 

 
(.129) (.173) (3.989) (.130) (.167) (.517) 

N 24422 19420 5002 24422 19220 5002 

 


